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DETAILED ACTION 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on Oct. 19, 
2009 has been entered. 

2. Claims 1 , 3-1 0, 1 2-28, 30-36 are pending. Claims 1 , 1 0, 1 9-21 , 24, 27, 28, 30-36 
are amended by applicant. 

Specification 

3. The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for 
the claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d) (1) and MPEP § 608.01 (o). Correction 
of the following is required: the term "computer-readable storage medium" in claims 28, 
30-33, 36 don't have antecedent basis in the specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

4. Claims 1, 3-9, 10, 12-18, 22, 23, 25, 26, 28, 30-36 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
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Claim 1, recites "A method for controlling access to an event, the method 
comprising: receiving, at a first network entity from a second network entity, a request to 
access ; receiving, at the first network entity, user consent to access to the event- 
based information by the second network entity, ; transmitting the authorization ; 

transmitting a subscription message ; determining at the event server whether to 

accept the subscription message based upon the authorization". Claim 1 is rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 101 as not falling within one of the four statutory categories of 
invention. While the claims recite a series of steps or acts to be performed, a statutory 
"process" under 35 U.S.C. 101 must (1) be tied to particular machine, or (2) transform 
underlying subject matter (such as an article or material) to a different state or thing. 
See page 10 of In Re Bilski 88 USPQ2d 1385. The instant claim is neither positively tied 
to a particular machine that accomplishes the claimed method steps nor transforms 
underlying subject matter, and therefore does not qualify as a statutory process. The 

method for controlling access to an event, comprising receiving ; receiving ; 

transmitting....; determining... is broad enough that the claim could be completely 
performed mentally, verbally or without a machine nor is any transformation apparent 
and could be done in person. No positive recitation of apparatus that accomplishes the 
claimed method can be found. And, for the above reasons, claim is non-statutory. 
Claims 3-9, 22, 25, 34 depend on claim 1 , therefore they are rejected with the same 
rationale applied against claim 1 above. 
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Claim 10, recites "An system for controlling access to event, the system 

comprising: a first network entity; a second network entity; ....an event server ". 

Such claimed system may be interpreted either as software, hardware or combination 
thereof necessarily includes hardware, is interpreted in its broadest reasonable sense 
as software/code/instruction. When software system is claimed without including a 
machine or a physical part of the device within the meaning of 35 USC § 101, it is 
considered non-statutory. Explicit presentation of a hardware component/element, 
which falls within the statutory category of 35 USC § 101, in combination with the 
claimed system would overcome the rejection. 

Claims 12-18, 23, 26 depend on claim 10, therefore they are rejected with the same 
rationale applied against claim 10 above. 

Claim 28 recites, "A computer-readable storage medium carrying one or more 

sequence of one or more instructions ". Claim 28 recites the limitation on a 

computer-readable storage medium storing instructions, which is not only limited to 
medium of a statutory type, is held nonstatutory. The claimed "computer/machine 
readable/storage medium" must be physical structure, not a signal. In addition, 
transitory forms of signal transmission through transmission medium such as radio 
broadcast, electrical signals through a wire, and light pulses through a fiber-optic cable, 
are embodiments that are not directed to statutory subject matter because those 
transmissions convey only information encoded in the manner are transitory (In re 
Nuijten 84 U.S.P.Q.2d 1495). On the other hand, claim limitation that specifically recites 
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the medium as non-transitory and statutory type while still according to the specification 
would overcome the deficiency. 

Claims 30-33, 36 depend on claim 28, therefore they are rejected with the same 
rationale applied against claim 28 above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1, 4-6, 8, 9, 10, 13-15, 17-19 and 22-28, 32, 33 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Geiger et al (US Patent No. 6,377,810) in 
view of Shurygailo et al. (US Pub. No. 2004/0093502) and in view of Langseth et al. (US 
Patent No. 6,741,980). 

As per claim 1 , Geiger teaches: 

receiving, at a first network entity from a second network entity, a request to access 
event-based information available within a network and associated with an event [Fig. 1, 
col. 3 lines 51-53, col. 4 lines 4-9]; receiving, at the first network entity, user consent to 
access to the event-based information by the second network entity, and automatically 
creating an authorization in response to receiving the consent, wherein the first network 
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entity is configured to control access to the event-based information [Fig. 1, col. 4 lines 
14-21]; transmitting the authorization from the first network entity to the second network 
entity [Fig. 1, col. 4 lines 22-25]; transmitting a subscription message from the second 
network entity to an event server configured to maintain the event, wherein the 
subscription message includes the authorization and an event package describing the 
event-based information [Fig. 1, col. 4 lines 26-33]; and determining at the event server 
whether to accept the subscription message based upon the authorization [col. 4 lines 
46-65]. 

Geiger teaches creating the authorization as above. Geiger doesn't expressively 
mention the second network entity being unknown to the first network entity. 
Shurygailo teaches: the second network entity being unknown to the first network entity 
prior to the first network entity receiving the request, the consent being receivable and 
the authorization being creatable without use of a certificate from the second network 
entity and without verifying an identity of the second network entity [Fig. 2, paragraph 
0027]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Shurygailo with Geiger, since one would have been 
motivated to provide efficient, effective and/or flexible authorization in the network 
environment [Shurygailo, paragraph 0007]. 

Shurygailo teaches the expiration time/state for token to access the event. Geiger and 
Shurygailo do not expressively mention subscription to notification of the event-based 
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information by the second network entity that does not require the second network entity 
to send out access requests prior to an expiration time of the subscription 
However, Langseth teaches subscription to notification of the event-based information 
by the second network entity that does not require the second network entity to send out 
access requests prior to an expiration time of the subscription [Figs. 1 , 2A, 3, col. 4 lines 
2-15, col. 7 lines 33-67, col. 8 lines 1-29]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Langseth with Geiger and Shurygailo to provide 
service until the expiration time of the subscription, since one would have been 
motivated to provide intelligence network that actively delivers highly personalized and 
timely information to individuals through use of a high-speed processing [Langseth, col. 
1 lines 12-17, col. 3 lines 10-15]. 

As per claim 5 , the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and Geiger teaches: 
determining whether to accept the subscription message comprises: verifying the 
authorization; and accepting the subscription message if the authorization is verified to 
thereby provide the second network entity with access to the event [Fig. 1, col. 4 lines 
41-65, Fig. 2]. 



As per claim 10 . it encompasses limitations that are similar to limitations of claim 1. 
Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 1 above. 
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As per claim 14 , the rejection of claim 10 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations 
that are similar to limitations of claim 5. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against claim 5 above. 

As per claim 19 , it encompasses limitations that are similar to limitations of claim 1. 
Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 1 above. 

As per claim 22 , the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and Geiger teaches: 

receiving consent to access event-based information related to the first network entity 

[col. 4 lines 8-33]. 

As per claim 23 , the rejection of claim 10 is incorporated and Geiger teaches: 

the first network entity is configured to control access to event-based information related 

to the first network entity [col. 4 lines 8-33]. 

As per claim 24 , the rejection of claim 19 is incorporated and Geiger teaches: 
automatically creating an authorization comprises creating an authorization in response 
to the user interface receiving consent to access event-based information related to the 
apparatus [col. 4 lines 8-33]. 

As per claim 25 , the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and Geiger teaches: 
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receiving consent from a user of the first network entity via a user interface thereof [Fig. 
1,4, col. 4 lines 12-17]. 

As per claim 26 , the rejection of claim 10 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations 
that are similar to limitations of claim 25. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against claim 25 above. 

As per claim 27 , the rejection of claim 19 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations 
that are similar to limitations of claim 24. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against claim 24 above. 

As per claim 28 , it encompasses limitations that are similar to limitations of claim 19. 
Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale applied against claim 19 above. 

As per claim 32 . the rejection of claim 28 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations 
that are similar to limitations of claim 24. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against claim 24 above. 

As per claim 33 , the rejection of claim 28 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations 
that are similar to limitations of claim 25. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against claim 25 above. 
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6. Claims 3, 12, 20 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Geiger et al (US Patent No. 6,377,810) in view of Shurygailo et al. 
(US Pub. No. 2004/0093502) in view of Langseth et al. (US Patent No. 6,741,980) and 
in view of Ganesh (US Patent No. 6,999,777). 

As per claim 3 , the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and Geiger teaches transmitting 
the request to access the event-based information [col. 4 lines 7-15]. Geiger, Shurygailo 
and Langseth don't expressively mention transmitting a trigger from the second network 
entity to the first network entity. 
Ganesh teaches: 

receiving a trigger at the first network entity from the second network entity; and 
executing the trigger to thereby activate the request to access the event-based 
information [Fig. 2, 3, col. 4 lines 49-59, col. 5 lines 46-54]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Ganesh with Geiger, Shurygailo and Langseth, 
since one would have been motivated to prevent unauthorized individual from receiving 
the location information of wireless communication devices [Ganesh, col. 2 lines 32-34]. 

As per claim 12 , the rejection of claim 10 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations 
that are similar to limitations of claim 3. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against claim 3 above. 
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As per claim 20 , the rejection of claim 19 is incorporated and Geiger teaches: 
the processor caused to based upon receipt of the request to access the processor 
being triggerable to execute the software application and receive the consent to access 
the event-based information [col. 4 lines 8-15]. 

Ganesh teaches: the processor being triggerable to execute the software application to 
present a prompt to receive consent to access the event-based information before the 
user interface receives the consent [Fig. 2, 5]. 

As per claim 30 , the rejection of claim 28 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations 
that are similar to limitations of claim 3. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against claim 3 above. 

7. Claims 4, 6, 8, 9, 13, 15, 17, 18, 21 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Geiger et al (US Patent No. 6,377,810) in view of 
Shurygailo et al. (US Pub. No. 2004/0093502) in view of Langseth et al. (US Patent No. 
6,741 ,980) and in view of McCann et al (US Pub. No, 2004/0064707). 

As per claim 4 , the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and Geiger teaches receiving a 
consent to access the event-based information associated with the event [col. 4 lines 
14-18]. Geiger, Shurygailo do not expressively mention a predefined granularity, 
frequency or time period. 
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McCann teaches receiving a consent to access the event-based information associated 
with the event with at least one parameter including at least one of a predefined 
granularity, frequency or time period, and wherein creating an authorization comprises 
creating an authorization including the at least one parameter [paragraph 0037, 0038, 
0021 lines 8-16]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine McCann with Geiger and Shurygailo, since one 
would have been motivated to provide location-based service, where users can 
subscribe to a service to receive location-sensitive content [McCann, paragraph 0001 
lines 7-9]. 

As per claim 6 , the rejection of claim 5 is incorporated and McCann teaches: 
verifying the authorization includes verifying that at least one of a predefined frequency 
and-ortime period has not been exceeded [paragraph 0021 lines 8-16, paragraph 0037, 
0038]. 

As per claim 8 , the rejection of claim 5 is incorporated and McCann teaches: 

accepting the subscription message comprises accepting the subscription message to 
thereby provide the second network entity with access to the event-based information 
with a predefined granularity [paragraph 0021, 0037]. 

As per claim 9 , the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and McCann teaches: 
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storing the authorization in a cache such that the event server can retrieve the 
authorization in response to receiving at least one subsequent subscription message, 
wherein at least one subsequent subscription message includes an event package 
describing the event-based information (i.e. without the authorization) [paragraph 0031]. 

As per claim 13 , the rejection of claim 10 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations 
that are similar to limitations of claim 4. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against claim 4 above. 

As per claim 15 , the rejection of claim 14 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations 
that are similar to limitations of claim 6. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against claim 6 above. 

As per claim 17 , the rejection of claim 14 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations 
that are similar to limitations of claim 8. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against claim 8 above. 

As per claim 18 , the rejection of claim 10 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations 
that are similar to limitations of claim 9. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against claim 9 above. 
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As per claim 21 , the rejection of claim 19 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations 
that are similar to limitations of claim 4. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against claim 4 above. 

As per claim 31 , the rejection of claim 28 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations 
that are similar to limitations of claim 4. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against claim 4 above. 

8. Claims 7 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Geiger et al (US Patent No. 6,377,810) in view of Shurygailo et al. (US Pub. No. 
2004/0093502) in view of Langseth et al. (US Patent No. 6,741,980) and in view of 
Pujare et al (US Pub. No. 2002/0083183). 

As per claim 7 , the rejection of claim 5 is incorporated and Geiger teaches verifying the 
authorization as shown in Fig. 2. Geiger and Shurygailo do not expressively mention 
verifying a shared secret. 

Pujare teaches verifying the authorization includes verifying a shared secret [paragraph 
0272, lines 16-18]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Pujare with Geiger, Shurygailo and Langseth, since 
one would have been motivated to provide location-based service, where users can 
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subscribe to a service to receive location-sensitive content [McCann, paragraph 0001 
lines 7-9]. 

As per claim 16 , the rejection of claim 14 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations 
that are similar to limitations of claim 7. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against claim 7 above. 

9. Claims 34-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Geiger et al (US Patent No. 6,377,810) in view of Shurygailo et al. (US Pub. No. 
2004/0093502) in view of Langseth et al. (US Patent No. 6,741,980) and in view of 
Kramer et al (US Patent No. 6,986040). 

As per claim 34 , the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated and Geiger and Shurygailo do 
not expressively mention message has a positive, non-zero expiration time. 

Kramer teaches: 

the subscription has a zero expiration time [col. 7 lines 46-49]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Kramer with Geiger, Shurygailo and Langseth, 
since one would have been motivated to secure access to remote application/resource 
[Kramer, col. 1 lines 10-12]. 
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As per claim 35 , the rejection of claim 19 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations 
that are similar to limitations of claim 34. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against claim 34 above. 

As per claim 36 , the rejection of claim 28 is incorporated and it encompasses limitations 
that are similar to limitations of claim 34. Thus, it is rejected with the same rationale 
applied against claim 34 above. 

Response to Amendment 

10. This written action is responding to the Request for Continued Examination 
(RCE) dated 10/19/09. Claims 1, 10, 19, 28, 34-36 are amended which necessitated 
new ground of rejection. In view of applicant's argument, a new reference by Langseth 
et al. (US Patent No. 6,741 ,980) and Kramer et al (US Patent No. 6,986,040) are found 
and used in combination with various previously cited prior art. See new grounds of 
rejection above. 

Conclusion 

11. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to NIRAV PATEL whose telephone number is (571)272- 
5936. The examiner can normally be reached on 8 am - 4:30 pm (M-F). 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kim Vu can be reached on 571-272-3859. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Nirav Patel/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2435 



